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(due to disease of the relevant organ) would lie in taking a past
event as a perception when it was in fact an hallucination. In such
a case there would in fact be a. misrepresentation of a state of
myself which could reasonably be regarded as parallel to the
illusions of outer sense in relation to objects.
The upshot of all this is a psychological theory of perception
which is both odd in itself and-difficult to harmonize with Kant's
theory of knowledge. Nevertheless it does seem to me to be con-
sistent with what he says both in the Aesthetic and the Analytic.
The view is simply that the content of immediate awareness is
(a) non-cognitive states with which we are here not concerned; (6)
intuitions which are representations of objects (including of course
my own body); (c) intuitions which are representations of myself
as perceiving. Jhese are literally scattered about among my per-
ceptions of things and are entirely separate both from one another
and from those perceptions.
If, now, we assume that this in fact was Kant's view, it is not
hard to explain his formulation of it in the Aesthetic in the
light of his contention that space and time are forms of sensibility
and not attributes or containers of things in themselves.   The
doctrine of space in relation to outer sense presents little difficulty
and would have presented even less if Kant had been more careful
at the outset to distinguish between representations which are
objective or independent of the particular perceptual peculiarities
of the individual and those which are mainly or wholly dependent
on such peculiarities. All he needs to maintain is that representa-
tions of outer sense are as such spatial in character. Admittedly
illusion and obscurity are possible, so that I am liable to judge
falsely if I exercise insufficient care in ascertaining what the data
of outer sense really are; I may take what is in fact a representa-
tion of an occurrence in my body for a representation of something
at a distance from it, or vice versa. But this seems to present no
insuperable obstacle to the doctrine that all data of the five senses
are spatial or have space as their form. Equally it seems simple to
say that the data of inner sense are essentially temporal, though it
soon becomes apparent that grave difficulties are involved in doing
so.  The argument in favour of such a course is evident.   If the
data of inner sense are actually awarenesses of past perceptual
awarenesses interspersed among such perceptual awarenesses, the
only form or order which they possess is that.of succession in time,
and they must share this order with the acts (or passions) of